
Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 89

OPINION 1155
SAPERDAINORNATASAY, 1824 (INSECTA: COLEOPTERA)-

DESIGNATIONOFA NEOTYPEBY THE USEOFTHE
PLENARYPOWERS

.K . ^

J^^^^NG - ( 1 ) Under the plenary powers it is hereby ruled
that the nominal species Saperda inomata Say, 1824 is to be inter-
preted by reference to the following neotype:

American Museum of Natural History, New York type
number 147, bearing the labels 'Dovr. N. Co. Mass. 6-8-95'
and 'Saperda concolor var. unicolor. Type' [i.e the type of
Saperda concolor unicolor Felt & Joutel, 1 904]

.

(2) The generic name Saperda Fabri'cius, 1775 (gender-temmme), type species, by subsequent designation by Curtis 18^9
Cerambyx scalaris Linnaeus, 1758, is hereby placed on the Official
List ot Generic Names in Zoology with the Name Number 2105

r^.p. . v} ^^^ following specific names are hereby placed on the
Otticial List of Specific Names in Zoology with the NameNumbers
speciiied:

(a) inornata Say, 1 824, as published in the binomen Saperda
inomata, and as interpreted by the neotype designated
under the plenary powers in ( 1 ) above (Name Number

(b) scalaris Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen
Cerambyx scalaris (specific name of type species of
Saperda Fabricius, 1775 (Name Number 2710).

HISTORYOFTHECASEZ.N.(S.) 1 92

1

An application for the stabilisation of the name Saperda
inornata Say, 1824, by the designation of a neotype under the
plenary powers was first received from Dr John C. Nord (South-
eastern torest Experiment Station, Athens, Georgia, US A ) 2ix\dUr hred B. \in\ght {Department of Forestry, University of Michigan

M {\Snc.~^
F^'°'''^'^ '"^^O- ^t ^^s s^"t to the printer on 10

March 1970 and published on 10 August 1970 in Bull zool Norn
vol. _7. pp. 123-128. Pubhc notice of the possible use of the
plenary powers in the case was given in the same part of the Bulletin
as well as to the statutory serials and to seven entomological serialsNo comment was received.

Bull. zuul. Norn., vol. 37, part 2, June 1980
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DECISION OF THECOMMISSION

On 1 June 1972 the members of the Commission were
invited to vote under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper

(1972)16 for or against the proposals set out in Bull. zool. Nam.
vol. 27, p. 127. At the close of the voting period on 1 September
1972, the state of the voting was as follows:

Affirmative Votes - twenty (20) received in the following

order: Vokes, Lemche, Mayr, Eisenmann, Habe, Bonnet, Simpson,
Corliss. Heppell, Melville, Alvarado, Erben, Sabrosky. Tortonese,

Nye, Bayer, Forest, Willink, Binder, Starobogatov
Negative Votes three (3): Munroe, Holthuis, Ride.

Late affirmative votes were returned by Brinck, Jaczewski

and Kraus.

The following comments were sent in by members of the

Commission with their voting papers:

Munroe: 'I see no reason for the intervention of the Commis-
sion in the present case. The author can himself designate a neo-

type under the provisions of Article 75. The material relating to

the generic name Saperda appears irrelevant to the application.'

Holthuis: i have no objection to the selection of a neotype
for Saperda inornata, but see no good reason not to use a specimen
from the type locality (Missouri).'

Ride: 'Neotype designations should be made subject to the

conditions laid down in Article 75 and should not require the use

of the plenary powers unless the applicant establishes a case that to

adhere to those provisions would disturb stability or universality or

cause confusion. The application does not meet the requirements of

Article 75 and the applicants do not, in my opinion, make an ade-

quate case for the use of the plenary powers.'

These comments caused the case to be delayed. The delay

was prolonged because of the intervention of the Monaco (1972)
International Congress of Zoology, with all its consequences for the

Code and the status of the Commission, and because of changes in

the personnel of the Commission's office. At length, in March 1974,

the comments were relayed to Dr Nord. He replied in May 1976 to

say that he had already published the designation, as the neotype of
Saperda inornata, of the specimen proposed in his application to

the Commission (Michigan Entomologist, vol. 4, 1971, pp. 33-38)

on the assumption that the plenary powers need not be invoked. In

July 1976 it was pointed out to him that the neotype, which came
from Massachusetts, could only be designated by the Commission,
using its plenary powers, because it did not come as nearly as

practicable from the type locality (Art. 75c(6)). (It may be pointed

out that Say's locality was not the present-day state of Missouri,
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but the Missouri Territory of 1824. That corresponds roughly to

Missouri, southwestern Iowa, Nebraska, eastern Colorado, Kansas
and north central Oklahoma of today.) Dr Nord did not reply, and
attempts to contact him through other North American coleopterists

were unsuccessful.

Eventually, on 14 January 1980, a letter was received from
Dr Nord in which he accepted the necessity for the use of the

plenary powers, maintained his original decision to propose the

type of Saperda concolor var. unicolor Felt & Joutel, 1904 for

designation, and cited the following arguments in favour of his

proposal:
'(

1 ) The main purpose of the apphcation was to stabilise the

nomenclature. I think our article in Michigan Entomologist vol. 4,

pp. 33-38 and the published application itself have set the record

straight, have put forward a reasonable resolution of the problem,
and have already stabilised the nomenclature.

'(2) The matter of which specimen to designate as the neo-

type is of secondary importance since we can never know what
Say's specimen really looked like or where it came from. The type
location lies somewhere within an area of 300 000 square miles (the

former Missouri Territory) and there is no host record. Therefore,
for practical purposes, we do not know where Say's specimen came
from or its host species. To say that any specimen from that huge
area is more likely to be like Say's specimen than one from outside

the area is debatable. In fact, it is reasonable to assume that if one
selects a specimen from within the area, the probability is high that

one will choose as neotype a specimen that differs greatly from the

type. The variation between inomata populations occurring on
Sali.x spp. in different drainages across the Great Plains or on differ-

ent mountains or other widely separated areas where aspen grows
in the "Missouri Territory" may be more like that encountered in

island populations where isolation has caused many distinct species

and subspecies to evolve. I think there is a danger that specimens
collected in the "Missouri Territory" are likely to be from
populations that Mayr {Animal species and evolution, 1963) calls

peripheral isolates. On p. 368 Mayr says: "Taxonomists have long

been aware of the importance of these peripheral isolates and have
pointed out, again and again, that major deviations from the 'type'

of a species will most Ukely occur in such populations (Lorkovic
1943; Mayr & Vaurie 1948; Zimmermann 1950; and Mayr 1951,
1954)". He goes on: "They differ from the main body of the

species population and from each other in numerous, often unique,
and sometimes drastic morphological, physiological, behavioural

and other characteristics". Say's type itself may have come from a

peripheral isolate and might therefore be quite different from any
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neotype selected. I therefore believe that the choice of a "Missouri

Territory" specimen is not necessarily better than the one made,

and there is a high probability that it would be worse. Since we
cannot with confidence choose a specimen identical with Say's

type, any choice has to be arbitrary. Since Felt & Joutel's specimen

is the type of the eastern subspecies of this insect, is similar to

most specimens occurring east of the Rocky Mountains, and is

already housed and protected within a great institution, it is a good
and reasonable choice as neotype.

'(3) To designate a different neotype under the provisions

of Article 75c(6) would not therefore necessarily improve things;

on the other hand, it would have the disadvantage of further

complicating the literature.'

ACTION BY THESECRETARY

On receipt of Dr Nord's letter quoted above, I considered

that the comments raised by members of the Commission were

sufficiently answered to allow the Commission's ruling to be

promulgated.
Dr Munroe commented that the matter relating to the generic

name Saperda was irrelevant to the application. That may be so, but

the Commission nevertheless voted to place it on the Official List. I

have completed this decision by placing the name of its type species

on the Official List, having first verified the type-species designation

referred to by the applicant.

ORIGINAL REFERENCES

The following are the original references to the names placed

on Official Lists by the ruhng given in the present Opinion:

inornata, Saperda, Say, 1824,7. Acad. nat. Sci. Philadelphia, vol. 3,

no. 12, p. 407
Saperda Fabricius, \llS,Syst. Ent. p. 184

scalaris, Cerambyx, Linnaeus, \15%,Syst. Nat. ed. 10, vol. 1, p. 394.

The following is the original reference to a designation of

type species accepted in the present Opinion; of Cerambyx scalaris

Linnaeus, 1758, as type species of Saperda Fabricius, 1775, by

Curtis, \S29, British Entomology, vol. 6, p. 275.

CERTIFICATE

I hereby certify that the votes cast on V.P.(72)16 were cast
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as set out above, that the proposal contained in that voting paper
has been duly adopted under the plenary powers, and that the
decision so taken, being the decision of the International
Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, is truly recorded in the
present Opinion No. 1 155.

R.V. MELVILLE
Secretary

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature
London

15 January J 980


